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ABSTRACT

Author: McIntyre, Miranda, M. PhD
Institution: Purdue University
Degree Received: August 2018
Title: Self-Other Agreement in Person and Thing Orientations
Major Professor: William G. Graziano
Personality judgments are inherently subjective—perceptions of one’s own traits often
differ from perceptions held by others. However, research on personality relies
overwhelmingly on self-reports. This lack of methodological diversity threatens the
validity and reliability of individual differences research. The current work addresses this
common-method bias for person orientation and thing orientation, which are personality
traits that reflect interest in different aspects of individuals’ environments. Three studies
investigated self-other agreement in these orientations and compared convergence with
Big Five traits and vocational interests. Study 1 (N = 193) presents evidence that thirteen
individual difference constructs vary in observability and desirability, which are
characteristics known to predict agreement. Study 2 (N = 958) found strong convergence
between self-ratings and ratings by friends and family members. Study 3 (N = 608)
examined personality judgments by unacquainted observers, demonstrating much lower
self-other agreement when judges have limited information about targets. These studies
also explored the moderating roles of observer type, acquaintanceship, information
availability, and gender. Overall, this research indicates that self-other agreement is
comparable for person orientation, thing orientation, and other established traits. These
findings contextualize person and thing orientations within the broader individual

x
differences literature, providing novel evidence for convergence while replicating
previous self-other agreement research.
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INTRODUCTION

People are perpetually curious about how they are viewed by others. Do friends
think they are witty and fun to be around? Do bosses see them as hardworking and
dependable? Do partners find them to be caring and supportive? Others’ judgments are
rarely an exact match with our self-perceptions. Psychologists have long been interested
in how self-perceptions differ from judgments by others, particularly for personality
traits. Generally, there is considerable agreement in personality ratings by the self and
others (Connolly, Kavanagh, & Viswesvaran, 2007; Funder, 1980; Kenny & West, 2010;
Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980), but many factors can influence the degree of self-other
agreement.
Self-other agreement has been studied across a wide range of personality traits,
behaviors, and other individual differences. However, no research has systematically
examined agreement in ratings of person orientation and thing orientation. These traits
are basic individual difference factors that guide how people perceive and interact with
their surroundings. Person orientation reflects a tendency to orient toward one’s social
environment (i.e., people), whereas thing orientation is the tendency to orient toward
one’s physical environment (i.e., objects; Graziano, Habashi, Evangelou, & Ngambeki,
2012). Despite the growing body of work on these traits, the current literature is limited
to self-reports. The present research expands understanding of person and thing
orientations by examining informant and observer ratings, in addition to ratings by the
self.
For a variety of reasons, it is important to look beyond self-ratings in the study of
personality. Individuals can provide abundant, detailed information about themselves
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(McCrae & Costa, 1999), but this rich source of information also carries disadvantages.
Self-report methods are subject to social desirability bias, impression management
concerns, and other factors that can create a misleading picture of how a person thinks,
feels, and behaves (John & Robins, 1993; Paulhus & Vazire, 2007). These inaccuracies
can occur both intentionally and unintentionally—for instance, a person may “put their
best foot forward” in attempt generate a positive impression (Leary & Kowalski, 1990),
or they may lack awareness of certain aspects of the self (Wilson & Dunn, 2004). In
addition, self-ratings of personality can be outperformed by other behavioral predictors.
For certain traits or certain outcomes, informant ratings can more accurately predict
behavior (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Oh, Wang, & Mount, 2011; Vazire, 2010; Vazire &
Mehl, 2008). Thus, supplementing self-reports with other measurements of personality
can reduce response biases and increase predictive validity.
Other advantages of using non-self-ratings include increasing methodological
diversity and convergent validity. Self-report is by far the most common approach to
measuring personality (Tracy, Robins, & Sherman, 2012). A recent analysis of the
Journal of Research in Personality showed that nearly all published studies used selfreports, and that this was the only method of personality assessment in 70% of studies
(Vazire, 2006). Currently, all known studies on person and thing orientations use solely
self-report scales (e.g., Woodcock, Graziano, Branch, Habashi, Ngambeki, & Evangelou,
2013) 1. This heavy reliance on one type of measurement can introduce common-method
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There is one potential exception to this claim. Graziano et al. (2012) collected teacher-ratings of person
and thing orientations for third and sixth grade students. However, the study used an unvalidated 8-item
child-appropriate version of the person and thing orientations scale that has not been compared against the
established 13-item scale. In this study, teacher-student agreement ranged from r = 0.15 to 0.25. Prior to the
current work, no non-self measurements have been collected with an adult sample or by using the validated
person and thing orientations scale.
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bias, potentially leading to inaccurate construct estimates (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, &
Podsakoff, 2012). This bias can be reduced by using measurements from multiple sources
to improve construct validity and reliability (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Cote & Buckley,
1987). Multimethod approaches also enable researchers to examine convergence in trait
ratings (e.g., Mount, Barrick, & Strauss, 1994; Oh et al., 2011), creating more robust
measurements of personality. While self-ratings alone can be highly informative,
incorporating other measures adds a range of methodological benefits.
In addition to the measurement advantages of examining self-other agreement,
this line of research also has practical implications. Person and thing orientations predict
important life outcomes, including choices in academic majors and careers. In particular,
thing orientation predicts student involvement and retention in science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics (STEM) fields (Woodcock et al., 2013). The causal
pathways through which these interests guide vocational decisions are currently
unknown. One notable pattern is that women, on average, tend to be less thing-oriented
than men (Graziano, Habashi, & Woodcock, 2011; Ngambeki, Habashi, Evangelou,
Graziano, Sakka, & Corapci, 2012). Women are also underrepresented in most STEM
fields (National Science Foundation, 2017), and gender differences in person orientation
and thing orientation may contribute to this gap. Personality judgments by parents,
teachers, employers, and others could play a role in the STEM gender imbalance. The
current research examines social perceptions of these traits, which may provide insights
into the relationships between interests, gender, and STEM.
The purpose of the current work is to expand research on person and thing
orientations beyond self-report measures. Existing studies on these traits have provided
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valuable insights into their psychometric properties (Graziano et al., 2011; Woodcock et
al., 2013), behavioral outcomes (Graziano et al., 2012; Su & Rounds, 2015), and
cognitive processes (McIntyre & Graziano, 2016). However, no research to date has
systematically examined how person and thing orientations are perceived by others
outside of the self. Across three studies, this work assesses self-other agreement using
ratings by knowledgeable informants and unacquainted observers. This approach is novel
in the study of these orientations, but self-other agreement has been widely studied in
other personality constructs. To situate person and thing orientations within the broader
personality literature, the present studies compare these traits with measures of other
well-known individual differences.
Self-Other Agreement in Other Individual Differences
Most research on self-other agreement in personality has examined ratings of the
Big Five or Five-Factor Model traits: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
neuroticism, and openness. For these traits, informant and observer ratings tend to show
moderate to high agreement with self-ratings. One meta-analysis of 36 published articles
found that self-other rating correlations ranged from .46 to .62 for Big Five traits
(Connolly, Kavanagh, & Viswesvaran, 2007). A subsequent meta-analysis of 263
samples found similar correlations of .39 to .51 (Connelly & Ones, 2010). These values
appear to be consistent over time, as earlier reports of self-other correlations also ranged
between .30 and .60 (Funder, 1987). Some traits show consistently higher agreement,
such as extraversion, while others generally show lower agreement (e.g., neuroticism).
There are a number of reasons for this variability; factors that influence the level of selfother agreement are discussed subsequently.
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Self-other agreement has also been studied in individual differences beyond the
Big Five. For most constructs, convergence in self and other ratings is as strong as or
slightly weaker than for the Big Five, typically around .30 to .40. A wide range of
constructs have been examined for self-other agreement, including personal values
(Dobewall, Aavik, Konstabel, Schwartz, & Realo, 2014), moral character (Cohen, Panter,
Turan, Morse, & Kim, 2013), positive and negative valence (Simms, Zelazny, Yam, &
Gros, 2010), life satisfaction (Schneider & Schimmack, 2009), narcissism (Back, Küfner,
Dufner, Gerlach, Rathmann, & Denissen, 2013), and honesty-humility (Ashton & Lee,
2009; Cohen et al., 2013). Individual differences in daily behaviors, such as socializing or
watching TV, have also been assessed for self-other agreement (Vazire & Mehl, 2008).
Of particular relevance to the current studies, one paper examined self-other
agreement in career interests. Nauta (2012) collected ratings from the self, friends, and
parents using Holland’s (1997) six vocational interest dimensions: realistic, investigative,
artistic, social, enterprising, and conventional (RIASEC). Self-other agreement was
similar in magnitude for vocational interests and Big Five traits (average rs = .39 to .48).
This convergence is promising, as person and thing orientations are conceptually related
to specific RIASEC subscales. Person orientation reflects interests in people,
corresponding somewhat with the “social” subscale of the RIASEC (r = .50), whereas
thing orientation corresponds with the “realistic” subscale (r = .70; Woodcock et al.,
2013). Self-other agreement appears to be strongest for realistic vocational interests (r =
.59 to .63) and moderate for social vocational interests (r = .37 to .49; Nauta, 2012).
Person and thing orientations are theoretically and empirically distinct from RIASEC
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interests (see discussion in McIntyre & Graziano, 2016), but this previous work provides
suggestive evidence that these orientations will show significant self-other agreement.
Factors That Influence Self-Other Agreement
What determines how much the self and others agree on personality ratings?
Social perception is inherently complex, and many factors moderate self-other agreement.
Generally, high convergence results from a good judge, a good target, a good trait, and
good information (Funder & Colvin, 1997). However, such ideal conditions are rare—for
instance, a judge may not know the target very well, a target may behave inconsistently,
or a trait may be hard to detect. It is difficult to account for all of these potential
moderators simultaneously, although impressive attempts have been made (e.g., Funder’s
(1997) Realistic Accuracy Model and Kenny’s (1994) social relations model). In the
current work, several key influences were examined to assess potential moderators of
agreement in person and thing orientations. The selected moderators are those that have
shown a meaningful impact in previous self-other agreement studies.
Trait Characteristics
Some traits can be judged more accurately than others. Observability is a key
characteristic of traits that show high self-other agreement and inter-observer consensus
(Funder, 1995; John & Robins, 1993). Observable traits tend to be “external,” in that they
shape behaviors that are visible to others. People high on extraversion, for example, tend
to be talkative and energetic in social settings. These behaviors are easy to detect, and
extraversion is consistently found to be the most observable Big Five trait (Connelly &
Ones, 2010; Funder & Dobroth, 1987; John & Robins, 1993). In contrast, neuroticism is a
low-visibility trait that relates to more internal, unobservable behaviors such as worrying
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and ruminating (Funder & Colvin, 1997; Vazire, 2010). Observability tends to moderate
self-other agreement in personality ratings, with greater observability yielding stronger
convergence (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Kenny & West, 2010).
Social desirability is another characteristic that trait judgments. Socially desirable
traits are those that people typically want to possess; certain levels of these traits are
perceived positively or negatively, rather than as neutral. Extraversion and agreeableness
tend to be high on desirability, conscientiousness and openness tend to be moderate to
highly desirable, and neuroticism tends to be low in desirability (Bäckström & Björklund,
2013; Funder & Dobroth, 1987; Graziano & Tobin, 2002; John & Robins, 1993). For
socially desirable traits, self-ratings may be biased due to self-presentation and
impression management effects (Funder, 1995). Indeed, desirability seems to lower selfother agreement by impairing the accuracy of self-ratings (Vazire, 2010). There is
generally a consensus that social desirability reduces agreement in trait ratings (e.g.,
Connelly & Ones, 2010; John & Robins, 1993; Kenny & West, 2010), but some findings
show an opposite or null effect (Vogt & Colvin, 2005; see also Allik, Realo, Mottus,
Esko, Pullat, & Metspalu, 2010 and Funder, 1980).
Currently, little is known about these trait characteristics for person and thing
orientations. To address this gap, Study 1 examines the observability and social
desirability of these traits in comparison with other individual differences. Given that
person orientation is related to observable traits such as extraversion (r = .38, Woodcock
et al., 2013), person orientation may be higher on observability than thing orientation.
Regarding social desirability, both orientations are likely to be perceived positively. In an
unpublished study involving 183 participants (McIntyre, Branch, Woodcock, &
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Graziano, 2014), individuals rated their “ideal” levels of both traits higher than their
“actual” levels (ts(182) > 5.90, ps < .001). Thus, both person and thing orientations were
expected to be socially desirable. Study 1 quantifies the trait characteristics of person and
thing orientations to shed light on how these factors relate to self-other agreement.
Informant Characteristics
Self-other agreement is shaped not only by trait characteristics, but also by the
characteristics of those who are judging the traits. In particular, the relationship and
length of acquaintance between targets and judges can influence agreement.
Knowledgeable informants—typically close friends or family members—are likely to
have different insights into a target’s personality than strangers do. Accordingly, selfother agreement typically increases as acquaintanceship increases (Biesanz, West, &
Millevoi, 2007; Connolly et al., 2007). However, personality can be perceived even when
there is minimal to no interaction between the target and observer (Vartanian, Stewart,
Mandel, Pavlovic, McLellan, & Taylor, 2010), particularly for highly observable traits
(Vazire, 2010). It is currently unclear whether self-other agreement varies based on the
type of knowledgeable informant. Some results show convergence across observers, with
no significant moderation of relationship type (Biesanz & West, 2004; Connolly et al.,
2007). However, there is also evidence that self-other agreement increases with
relationship closeness: in one meta-analysis, ratings by spouses and romantic partners
showed greater agreement with self-ratings than those by friends and parents, which in
turn showed greater agreement than ratings by co-workers (Connelly & Ones, 2010).
Given the mixed results in the literature, informant type was not expected to
moderate self-other agreement for person and thing orientations. In the investigation of
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vocational interests, the magnitude of agreement did not significantly differ between
ratings by parents and by friends (Nauta, 2012), further suggesting that notable
differences are unlikely. Unacquainted observers (e.g., strangers) were expected to show
some agreement with self-ratings (Study 3), but the strongest convergence was predicted
for ratings by knowledgeable informants (Study 2). In the current studies, informant
characteristics such as length of acquaintance and observer type were examined as
possible moderators.
Information Availability
Another factor that influences self-other agreement is the amount and type of
information available to judges. This factor is not as well-studied as trait and informant
characteristics, in part because it is often confounded with the type and length of
relationship. However, personality can be judged surprisingly accurately from very
limited information. For example, judges perceive some personality traits based only on a
target’s musical tastes (Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006), “thin slices” of behavior (Carney,
Colvin, & Hall, 2007), or a single photo of the target (Beer & Watson, 2010; Borkenau &
Liebler, 1992). As one would expect, having more information about a target tends to
increase self-other agreement. For instance, agreement is higher when observers watch a
video of a target, compared to viewing a single photo (Beer & Watson, 2010; Borkenau
& Liebler, 1992). In the present research, Study 3 examines how information availability
influences self-other agreement for person and thing orientations.
Overview of the Current Research
The issue of self-other agreement relates to fundamental questions about social
perception and interaction. Agreement has been studied across a broad range of
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personality traits, behaviors, and other constructs, but it has not yet been examined within
person and thing orientations. In this work, three studies assessed self-other agreement in
ratings of these traits.
Study 1 examines the judgment-related characteristics of person and thing
orientations. Specifically, observability and social desirability were measured for these
orientations and other individual differences. In Study 2, participants’ self-ratings of
personality are compared with ratings by knowledgeable informants (i.e., friends and
relatives). Study 3 examines self-other agreement using ratings from unacquainted
observers. Participants viewed sets of photographs and made personality judgments about
the picture-takers. These judgments are compared with the picture-takers’ actual selfratings to assess self-other convergence.
Across these studies, person and thing orientations were expected to show levels
of self-other agreement that are comparable to agreement in Big Five traits. Moderators
of the relationship between self- and other-ratings were assessed, including length of
acquaintance, informant type, and information availability. This work extends the
literature on person and thing orientations by providing non-self measurements of these
traits. Taken together, the findings increase methodological diversity and shed light on
the role that social perceptions play in person and thing orientations.
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STUDY 1

Overview and Hypotheses
Study 1 examined trait perceptions of person and thing orientations. As previous
research shows, traits that are high on observability and neutral in social desirability tend
to yield high convergence. To assess these characteristics for person and thing
orientations, this study measured perceptions of how observable and desirable these traits
are. To provide context, judgments of person and thing orientations were compared with
other individual differences.
For the Big Five, ratings were expected to replicate previous findings (e.g.,
Bäckström & Björklund, 2013; John & Robins, 1993), such that neuroticism is low in
desirability, whereas the remaining four traits are moderate to high in desirability.
Similarly, observability ratings are expected to be consistent with previous findings, with
extraversion showing particularly high observability and neuroticism being low in
observability (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010; John & Robins, 1993; Vazire, 2010).
Person orientation was expected to show higher observability than thing
orientation, considering its relationship with highly observable traits such as extraversion.
Given that people tend to report “ideal” levels of these traits that are higher than their
“actual” levels, both person and thing orientations are expected to be high in desirability.
The RIASEC vocational interest subscales were hypothesized to be rated as both
observable and desirable, given the nature of this measure. The items refer to careerrelated activities, such as “repair and install locks” and “teach a high-school class.” These
behaviors are assumed to be visible and socially acceptable, which should be reflected in
judges’ ratings. The findings from Study 1 will be used to interpret the results of
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subsequent studies, as these trait properties may explain differences in self-other
agreement across traits.
Method
Participants
Participants were recruited from Purdue University’s introductory psychology
subject pool. The a priori target sample size was 200, which was determined by referring
to similar published studies. Previous investigations of Big Five trait desirability have
used 88 judges (Allik et al., 2010) and 100 judges (John & Robins, 1993). In total, 206
participants completed the current study. Four attention checks were included due to the
length of the survey. A large majority of participants (81.6%) successfully passed all
attention checks. However, participants who failed more than one attention check were
excluded from all analyses (n = 13; 6.3%). This resulted in a final sample of 193
participants.
Participants’ demographic characteristics were typical for a college sample. The
average age was 19.2 (range = 18 to 25, SD = 1.2) and a majority of the sample was male
(60.6%). The ethnic makeup was 71% White/Caucasian, 10.9% Asian, 7.8% Middle
Eastern/Indian, 5.2% Hispanic/Latino, 3.6% Black/African American, and 1.6% mixed
race or other. Participants had diverse academic backgrounds, with 93.8% majoring in a
subject outside of psychology.
Materials and Procedure
Participants completed the study in person in a computer laboratory. They were
asked to judge the observability and social desirability of a range of traits and interests.
Judges rated each item from the 13-item person and thing orientations scale (Graziano et
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al., 2011), the 44-item Big Five scale (John & Srivastava, 1999), and the 60-item O*NET
Interest Profiler Short Form (Rounds, Su, Lewis, & Rivkin, 2010). Participants received
clear instructions to rate their perceptions of the items themselves, rather than responding
to the items as a self-report.
To prevent order effects, the scales were displayed in a randomized order. Thus,
some participants rated the person and thing orientation items first and the Big Five items
last, whereas others rated the vocational interest items first and person and thing
orientations last, etc. Participants were also randomly assigned to answer either
observability or desirability questions first, to prevent judgments of one characteristic
from systematically influencing perceptions of the other. The survey was
counterbalanced such that all participants rated all three scales on both characteristics.
The procedures for observability ratings were adapted from John and Robins
(1993). Judges received the following information before being asked to rate the trait
items: “Some traits refer to behaviors that can be easily observed by an outside observer.
Other traits refer to behaviors that can be observed only by the person themselves. We
would like you to rate how easy or difficult it would be for an outside person to observe
each item.” Each item was rated on a 7-point scale from 1 (extremely difficult to observe)
to 7 (extremely easy to observe).
The procedures for social desirability ratings were adapted from Allik et al.
(2010). Judges received the following instructions: “Descriptors of people often contain
evaluative information. […] We would like you to rate whether each item would say
something desirable or undesirable about a person.” Desirability was rated on a 7-point
scale from 1 (extremely undesirable) to 7 (extremely desirable).
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Desirability conditions. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two
desirability conditions. When assessing desirability, it is possible for judges to think of
traits from both a general social perspective (e.g., Do most people view this trait
positively?) and a personal perspective (e.g., Do you view this trait positively?). To
account for this nuance, participants were randomly assigned to receive desirability
instructions that emphasized either general social perceptions or personal perceptions. No
specific hypotheses were made regarding differences between these conditions, which
were examined through exploratory analyses.
Participants who were randomly assigned to the general perception condition read
the following instructions: “Some personality characteristics are considered more
desirable, receiving approval from other people, whereas others are undesirable. If
someone agrees strongly with a particular item, does it present them in a favorable or
unfavorable light, or is agreeing with the item neutral in regard to others’ approval?”
Participants who were randomly assigned to the personal perception condition
read the following instructions: “You may consider some personality characteristics to be
more desirable, whereas others are undesirable to you. It someone agrees strongly with a
particular item, do you think of them in a favorable or unfavorable light, or is agreeing
with the item neutral in regard to how much you approve of them?”
Results – Study 1
Reliability
Scale reliability was high across all individual differences for both characteristics.
For observability, average Cronbach’s alpha was α = .83 (range = .72 to .91). For
desirability, average Cronbach’s alpha was α = .81 (range = .68 to .91). Reliability was
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comparable across the two desirability rating conditions (mean α = .81 for general social
perceptions, mean α = .82 for personal perceptions). Table 1 displays individual
reliability statistics for the 13 subscales.
Observability
Observability judgments were averaged across judges’ ratings for each item and
then computed for each subscale. For reverse-scored items (e.g., “Tends to be lazy” for
conscientiousness), the non-reversed ratings were used to compute observability.
Average observability across the 13 individual differences was M = 4.96 (SD = 1.00).
Table 2 displays observability ratings for each construct. All constructs were rated at or
above the midpoint on a 1-to-7 scale, with the lowest observability rating for
investigative interests (M = 4.16, SD = 1.22) and the highest rating for extraversion (M =
5.75, SD = 0.68).
Desirability
Desirability judgments were averaged across judges’ ratings for each item and
then computed for each subscale. Reverse-scored items were properly reversed prior to
computing desirability scores. Average desirability across the 13 constructs was M = 4.79
(SD = 0.84). Table 2 displays desirability ratings for each construct. The least desirable
trait was neuroticism (M = 2.25, SD = 0.63), which was also the only construct rated
below the midpoint of the scale. Agreeableness was highest in desirability, M = 6.01 (SD
= 0.63).
Desirability conditions. Exploratory analyses were conducted to assess whether
perceptions of desirability differed between conditions. Some participants were asked to
rate the items in reference to their personal perceptions, whereas others were asked to rate
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the items based on general social perceptions. In general, differences between the
conditions were small, with an average mean difference of 0.11 on a 7-point scale (range
= 0.01 to 0.32). Condition means for each construct are displayed in Table 2.
Independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine whether desirability
ratings differed between the personal and social conditions. This analysis was only
significant for the social subscale of the RIASEC, t(191) = -2.35, p = .02. Participants in
the personal condition rated social career interests as slightly more desirable than
participants in the social condition. Ratings of desirability did not differ for the 12
remaining constructs, ps > .18.
Gender
Additional exploratory analyses were conducted to examine whether men and
women perceived the traits differently, collapsing across desirability conditions. Relative
to men, women perceived person orientation (t(191) = 3.19, p = .002) and social career
interests (t(191) = 2.23, p < .03) to be more observable. In addition, women judged
person orientation (t(191) = 3.09, p = .002) to be more desirable than men did. Women
also had marginally more positive perceptions of neuroticism (t(129.81) = 1.84, p = .07)
and social career interests (t(191) = 1.65, p = .10), but perceived thing orientation to be
marginally less desirable (t(191) = 1.89, p = .06).
Trait Comparisons
For ease of comparison, the trait ratings are presented graphically in Figure 1. All
traits were rated moderate to high on observability, between 4 and 6 on a 1-to-7 scale.
With the exception of neuroticism, all individual differences were rated neutral to highly
desirable. Thing orientation was perceived to be more observable (M = 5.13) than person
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orientation (M = 4.78, t(192) = -3.97, p < .001). However, person orientation was
perceived to be more desirable (M = 5.08) than thing orientation (M = 4.60, t(192) = 5.84,
p < .001). Relative to the social subscale of the RIASEC, person orientation was
perceived to be less observable (t(192) = -5.10, p < .001) and comparable in desirability
(t(192) = -1.94, p = .054. Relative to the realistic subscale of the RIASEC, thing
orientation was perceived to be more desirable (t(192) = 3.25, p = .001) and comparable
in observability (t(192) = 1.88, p = .06).
Discussion – Study 1
This study provides the first insights into how person and thing orientations are
perceived, particularly in relation to other individual differences. Previous research
demonstrates that observability and desirability influence convergence in trait judgments.
Knowing how these dimensions relate to person and thing orientations may illuminate
how these traits are judged in the self and others. As expected, person and thing
orientations are both viewed as desirable, yet person orientation is judged more
positively. Thing orientation, however, was perceived to be more easily observed than
person orientation. These results suggest that thing orientation will show greater selfother agreement in subsequent studies, as traits that are more observable and less prone to
social desirability bias tend to show the highest convergence. The following two studies
test this prediction.
Study 1 also provided novel ratings of the six RIASEC vocational interest
subscales. As of this writing, Nauta (2012) is the only paper to have examined self-other
agreement in RIASEC interests. However, no known work has investigated the
observability or desirability of these constructs. As expected, the interest subscales were
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rated moderate to high in both observability and desirability. The RIASEC items refer to
various occupational tasks, and thus involve socially acceptable, constructive behaviors.
Nonetheless, the subscales varied considerably in observability and desirability. Social,
artistic, and realistic interests were perceived to be highly observable, as these tasks
involve public, interactive behaviors (e.g., “Take care of children at a day-care center”)
or working with tangible objects (e.g., “Paint sets for plays”). Investigative interests were
rated lowest in observability among all individual differences measured in this study.
This is likely because they involve abstract tasks such as “develop a better way to predict
the weather.” The conventional interests subscale was also relatively low in observability,
which may explain why it shows the weakest self-other agreement (Nauta, 2012). These
findings increase understanding of how vocational interests are perceived and
contextualize previous self-other agreement research.
In addition to providing novel ratings of individual differences, this work
replicates existing research that examined characteristics of the Big Five. Consistent with
previous findings, extraversion was rated as a highly visible trait, whereas neuroticism
and openness were judged to be the least observable (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010;
Vazire, 2010). Desirability ratings were also consistent with previous work (e.g.,
Bäckström & Björklund, 2013, Connelly & Ones, 2010; Vazire, 2010), as most Big Five
traits were perceived positively, with the exception of neuroticism. These findings
strengthen the credibility of the present study, as they show strong convergence with the
existing literature. Thus, the novel ratings of person and thing orientations and vocational
interests may be interpreted with some confidence.
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Perceptions of trait characteristics were generally consistent across groups.
Twelve of the thirteen individual differences were rated similarly, regardless of whether
participants were asked to consider their personal perceptions or general social
perceptions. More differences emerged between men’s and women’s ratings of the traits.
Notably, gender differences in ratings surfaced only for constructs that tend to show large
gender differences in self-report, such as neuroticism and person orientation. This pattern
suggests that participants may have rated the items in self-favoring ways, expressing
more positive perceptions of individual differences that they possess themselves. The
ratings of trait characteristics in this study are subject to such individual bias, yet these
biases are also present in interpersonal perceptions. Men and women may perceive
members of the same or opposite gender differently, particularly for certain traits or
interests. The following studies examine the role that gender plays for both judges and
targets in self-other agreement.
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STUDY 2

Overview and Hypotheses
This study examined self-other agreement in person and thing orientations.
Ratings by knowledgeable informants are introduced as a novel approach to measuring
these traits. This study also compared agreement on person and thing orientations with
other traits and assessed whether informant type and acquaintance length influence the
degree of convergence.
Person and thing orientations were expected to show levels of self-other
agreement that are comparable to agreement in Big Five traits (approximately ρ = .40 to
.50). The results were also expected to replicate the similar levels of agreement between
the Big Five and vocational interests (Nauta, 2012). Longer acquaintance was anticipated
to improve agreement, but relationship type (friends vs. family) was not expected to
moderate self-other agreement. The moderating effects of target gender and interpersonal
closeness will also be explored.
Method
Participants
A sample of 458 participants was drawn from Purdue University’s introductory
psychology subject pool. The original target sample size was 200, based on power
analyses indicating a power level of .81 to detect small self-other agreement correlations
(r = .20 at α = .05) and a power level of .99 to detect moderate self-other agreement (r =
.30 at α = .05). However, this sample size was increased due to IRB-requested changes to
recruitment procedures that caused greater attrition.

21
Participants were recruited for a study titled “Perspectives on Personality” and
informed that they would be asked to nominate several people to answer personality
questions about them. At the end of the in-lab session, 425 of the 458 participants
(92.8%) agreed to send the survey to informants. Participants who opted out were slightly
lower in social (p < .01) and artistic (p = .03) vocational interests compared the rest of the
sample, but they did not differ on person orientation, thing orientation, or Big Five traits.
Informant responses were received for 261 participants (61.4% of those who
agreed to send the survey). The results include only this final sample of N = 261
participants. Participants who were missing informant responses were slightly lower on
person orientation (p = .03), openness (p = .04), and artistic and enterprising vocational
interests (ps < .03), compared to those who provided informant responses.
Participants’ demographic characteristics were typical for a college sample. The
average age was 18.5 (range = 18 to 22, SD = 0.9) and a majority of the sample was
female (69.0%). The ethnic makeup was 72.4% White/Caucasian, 10.3% Asian, 5.4%
Middle Eastern/Indian, 5.0% Hispanic/Latino, 3.1% Black/African American, and 4.2%
mixed race or other. Participants had diverse academic backgrounds, with 91.2%
majoring in a subject outside of psychology.
Informants
Responses with at least one complete personality scale were received from N =
697 informants. Informants categorized themselves as either a friend (49.4%) or a family
member (50.6%) of the target participant. In the “friend” category, 35.9% of informants
were friends of the participant, 7.3% were significant others (girlfriend, boyfriend,
spouse, etc.), 5.2% were roommates, and 0.7% were classmates. In the “family” category,
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37.6% of informants were parents or guardians, 9.9% were siblings, 1.7% were cousins,
and 0.7% were grandparents.
Materials and Procedure
Participants completed the study on individual laboratory computers using
Qualtrics software. Participants provided self-report responses for person and thing
orientations (13 items; Graziano et al., 2011), the Big Five (44 items; John & Srivastava,
1999), and vocational interests (60-item O*NET Interest Profiler Short Form; Rounds et
al., 2010). At the end of the session, participants were instructed to send the survey to
four informants (two friends and two family members) who know them well. Participants
received a link to the survey via email and were asked to forward the link to their
informants.
Informants who received the link participated in the study online. After providing
informed consent, they were asked to complete the same personality scales as the
participants. However, the instructions and item wording were adapted to ask for
judgments of the target participant, rather than for self-judgments. Participants and
informants were assured that all personality ratings are confidential, and that neither party
could view the other’s responses.
Informants indicated the type of relationship they had with the participant (e.g.,
friend or family) and rated how familiar they were with the target. Informants responded
to two familiarity items: “How well do you know this person?” from 1 (I don’t know
them well at all) to 7 (I know them very well) and “How close are you to this person?”
from 1 (Not close at all) to 7 (Very close). Informants were also asked to complete the
Inclusion of Other in the Self scale, which is a single-item measure of relationship
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closeness (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992). Respondents are shown seven pairs of circles
labeled “self” and “other” that increasingly overlap, and are asked to select the pair that
best describes their relationship with the target participant.
To prevent order effects, the order in which the individual difference scales were
presented was randomized and counterbalanced for both participants and informants.
Results – Study 2
Relationships
Overall, the informants were very well-acquainted with the participants. Over half
the sample (55.4%) reported knowing the target for over 10 years, and 90.0% reported
knowing the target for over 1 year. Family members reported the longest acquaintance
with participants, with 98.6% of family members knowing the target for more than 10
years. Friends reported shorter acquaintance periods, with 79.9% still reporting knowing
the participant for over 1 year (11.0% for more than 10 years, 19.8% for 5 to 10 years,
27.6% for 2 to 5 years, 21.5% for 1 to 2 years, 6.1% for 6 months to 1 year, 14.0% for
less than 6 months).
Informants reported knowing the targets very well, M = 6.61 (SD = .81, range = 2
to 7). They also reported being very close to the targets (M = 6.51, SD = .91, range = 2 to
7) and reported strong inclusion of other in the self (M = 5.46, SD = 1.33, range = 1 to 7).
The three items showed good convergence (Cronbach’s α = .78) and were averaged to
create an index of interpersonal closeness. Family members reported feeling closer to the
targets than friends did, t(695) = 8.68, p < .001.
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Reliability
Scale reliability was high across all individual differences for both self-ratings
(mean Cronbach’s α = .84) and other-ratings. (mean Cronbach’s α = .84). Table 3
displays internal consistency reliability values for the 13 subscales.
Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) were calculated to examine inter-rater
reliability. ICCs were computed using one-way random models, as each target was rated
by different informants. The number of informants per participant varied from one to
five, with an average of 2.67 raters per target. For participants with two or more raters (n
= 206), the average measures ICC(1,2) ranged from .44 to .76 across traits. For
participants with three or more raters (n = 144), the average measures ICC(1,3) ranged
from .54 to .82 across traits. For participants with four or more raters (n = 80), the
average measures ICC(1,4) ranged from .64 to .81 across traits. These ICC values are
sufficiently high to justify averaging other-ratings across informants (Woehr, Loignon,
Schmidt, Loughry, & Ohland, 2015).
Mean Differences
For each target, an average informant rating was computed for each individual
difference construct. Table 4 displays mean differences between self- and other-ratings.
Overall, discrepancies were small, with the largest discrepancies for person orientation
(Mdiff = -0.32) and neuroticism (Mdiff = -0.28; 1-to-5 scales).
Self-Other Correlations
Self-ratings and averaged informant ratings were correlated for person and thing
orientations, Big Five traits, and RIASEC vocational interests. Table 5 displays self-other
agreement correlations and inter-trait correlations for all 13 constructs. The raw
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correlations indicate moderate to high self-agreement across the subscales (mean r = .57,
range = .42 to 72). Agreement was especially high for thing orientation (r(257) = .72, p <
.001) and extraversion (r(257) = .72, p < .001). The lowest agreement was found for
agreeableness (r(257) = .42, p < .001) and openness (r(257) = .49, p < .001). For ease of
comparison, Figure 2 displays the raw correlation coefficients for individual targetinformant pairings and for averaged ratings.
Agreement correlations were disattenuated by dividing the coefficients by the
square root of the product of self and other scale reliabilities (Dobewall et al., 2014).
After this correction for unreliability in the measures, the average self-other agreement
was ρ = .68 (range = .52 to .82). Disattenuated coefficients are shown in parentheses
along the diagonal in Table 5. Self-other agreement correlations were also computed for
each informant-target pair. These single-rater correlations were smaller than those
computed using averaged informant ratings, but were still moderate in size (mean r = .48,
range = .35 to .62).
Regression Analyses
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine moderation effects for
length of acquaintance, relationship type, target gender, and interpersonal closeness. The
subsequent section presents the focal tests of these moderation effects using simultaneous
multilevel regression models. Here, separate unilevel regression analyses were conducted
to explore whether any individual interactions were present, given that several of the
predictors are naturally collinear. For instance, family members indicated longer
acquaintance and more closeness with the targets than did friends.
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The regression models were constructed using procedures described by Paunonen
(1989), treating other-ratings as the outcome variable with centered self-ratings, the
centered moderator, and their interaction term as predictors. First, acquaintanceship was
examined as a moderator of self-other agreement. Informants who reported knowing the
target longer showed significantly higher self-other agreement for enterprising vocational
interests (p = .03). This moderation effect was marginal for realistic interests (p = .05),
person orientation (p = .07), and thing orientation (p = .09). There was no evidence that
length of acquaintance moderated self-other agreement for the remaining nine individual
differences.
Next, relationship type (friend vs. family) was examined as a moderator of selfother agreement. Relationship type was a significant moderator of self-other agreement
only for thing orientation (p < .001), with the direction of the effect indicating that family
members’ ratings showed higher agreement with targets’ self-ratings than did friends’
ratings. Relationship type marginally moderated self-other agreement for realistic
vocational interests (p = .10), which also showed higher agreement for family members
than friends. Relationship type did not moderate self-other agreement for the remaining
11 individual differences.
Next, target gender was assessed as a moderator of self-other agreement to
determine whether greater agreement occurs when rating men or women on certain traits.
Gender was a significant moderator of self-other agreement only for openness (p < .01),
such that self- and other-ratings showed higher agreement for men than for women.
Gender was a marginal moderator of agreement for agreeableness (p = .06), again
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showing higher agreement with male targets. There was no evidence that gender
moderated self-other agreement for the remaining 11 individual differences.
Finally, moderation analyses were also conducted to examine whether
interpersonal closeness moderated self-other agreement. Informants who reported being
closer to the target showed significantly higher self-other agreement for enterprising
vocational interests (p < .01). The moderation effects were marginal for person
orientation (p = .06) and neuroticism (p = .07). There was no evidence that closeness
moderated self-other agreement for the remaining 10 individual differences.
Multilevel Analyses
Multilevel regression analyses were conducted to examine self-other agreement
while accounting for the clustered nature of the data. Models were constructed separately
for each of the thirteen constructs (person and thing orientations, Big Five, and RIASEC
interests). The same four moderators—length of acquaintance, relationship type, target
gender, and closeness—were re-examined using a multilevel framework. Cases with
incomplete data were excluded from these analyses, leaving 680 of the original 697
informant reports.
First, intercept-only models were run to determine how much of the total variance
in other-ratings was accounted for by clustering within targets. The resulting ICCs are
shown in Table 6, indicating how much of the total variance is explained by variability
within targets. Next, a two-level model was constructed with judges (n = 680) at Level 1
nested within targets (n = 257) at Level 2. Random intercepts were specified for targets.
Model 1 examines the main effects of self-ratings, length of acquaintance, relationship
type (0 = family, 1 = friend), target gender (0 = female, 1 = male), and closeness as
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predictors of other-ratings. Model 2 adds interaction effects for self-ratings with length of
acquaintance, relationship, target gender, and closeness. Restricted maximum likelihood
(REML) estimation was used for all models. All multilevel results are displayed in Table
6.
Model 1. Consistent with the correlational results, a significant relationship
between self- and other-ratings was found for all thirteen individual differences. The
main effects of the moderating variables varied across constructs, with length of
acquaintance and closeness showing few notable relationships. The main effects of target
gender indicated that men tend to be judged more highly on thing orientation, realistic
vocational interests, and conventional vocational interests, whereas women tend to be
judged higher on neuroticism, artistic interests, and social interests. The main effect of
relationship type indicated that family members (relative to friends) tend to give higher
ratings to targets on thing orientation, agreeableness, investigative interests, artistic
interests, social interests, and conventional interests.
Model 2. In Model 2, interaction effects were added to examine potential
moderators of self-other agreement. When all main effects and interaction effects are
entered simultaneously, agreement is significantly moderated only for thing orientation.
This effect indicates that family members’ ratings show higher agreement with selfratings than do friends’ ratings, b = -0.25, t(618.1) = -3.28, p = .001. Target gender
marginally moderated self-other agreement for openness (p = .05), and closeness was a
marginal moderator of self-other agreement for person orientation (p = .09), artistic
interests (p = .08), and enterprising interests (p = .09).
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When the interaction terms are entered separately, however, the pattern of
moderation results looks very similar to those obtained using standard regression (see
Table 7 for a comparison summary). Length of acquaintance moderated self-other
agreement for thing orientation (b = 0.03, t(637) = 1.97, p < .05) and realistic vocational
interests (b = 0.04, t(632.7) = 2.19, p < .03), indicating that informants who reported
knowing the target longer showed significantly higher self-other agreement. The
moderating effect of acquaintanceship was marginal for person orientation and
enterprising interests (ps < .06).
Relationship type significantly moderated self-other agreement for thing
orientation (b = -0.18, t(558.8) = -3.58, p < .001) and realistic interests (b = -0.11,
t(563.6) = -1.97, p < .05), such that family members’ ratings show higher agreement with
self-ratings than do friends’ ratings. Target gender was a significant moderator only for
openness, indicating that there is higher agreement for men than women on this trait, b =
0.19, t(225.5) = 2.25, p = .03. Finally, closeness moderated self-other agreement for
person orientation (b = 0.09, t(670.1) = 2.04, p = .04) and enterprising interests (b = 0.07,
t(674.9) = 2.48, p = .01), such that informants who reported greater familiarity with the
targets showed stronger convergence with their self-ratings. This effect was marginal for
neuroticism and social vocational interests, ps = .05.
Discussion – Study 2
Study 2 examined convergence between self-ratings and other-ratings for 13
individual differences. Significant agreement was found across all traits and interests,
indicating that friends and family members’ impressions of an individual are similar to
their own. The strength of agreement varied across constructs, with correlations ranging
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from 0.42 to 0.72 (0.52 to 0.82 disattenuated). This study provides novel ratings of selfother agreement for person orientation and thing orientation, while also replicating
previous findings for the Big Five and RIASEC vocational interests.
Thing orientation showed particularly high agreement, whereas agreement for
person orientation was relatively low. This finding is consistent with the results from
Study 1, which indicated that thing orientation is both more observable and less subject to
social desirability bias than person orientation. Thing orientation appears to be a more
“external” trait that is associated with highly visible behaviors. In contrast, interests in
people may be more “internal” and difficult for outsiders to perceive. Study 3 further
examines this possibility to test whether unacquainted observers’ personality impressions
converge with self-ratings.
Agreement correlations for the Big Five were consistent with previous findings.
In the present study, self-other agreement was highest for extraversion, which is an
especially observable trait. Agreeableness showed the lowest convergence, likely because
it is susceptible to desirability bias. These results are highly consistent with previous
meta-analytic work on self-other agreement in the Big Five (Connelly & Ones, 2010;
Connolly et al., 2007), which show the most agreement for extraversion and the least
agreement for agreeableness. Despite the between-trait variation, there was considerable
agreement on all constructs, particularly when ratings were averaged across informants.
Results for RIASEC vocational interests also replicated previous findings.
Consistent with Nauta (2012), self-other agreement was lowest for conventional and
investigative interests. This finding is also supported by Study 1, which demonstrated that
these interests are lowest in observability. Self-other agreement was relatively high for
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the remaining six interest categories, with artistic interests showing particularly strong
convergence. Nauta (2012) found agreement to be strongest for realistic interests rather
than artistic interests, but notes that the correlations did not significantly differ in
magnitude. The present study supports these results, as the degree of agreement was
similar for realistic, artistic, social, and enterprising interests.
In addition to self-other agreement, this study examined several potential
moderators of convergence between self-ratings and other-ratings. Previous research
shows that people who know a target well are better able to judge their personality
(Biesanz et al., 2007; Connolly et al., 2007). Accordingly, length of acquaintance and
interpersonal closeness were tested as moderators of agreement. The pattern of results
was inconsistent, showing significant interaction effects for a few traits, but not for most
(see Table 7). The results for relationship type (friends vs. family) were also limited,
showing only that family members’ ratings converge more than friends’ ratings for thing
orientation and realistic vocational interests. However, few effects were expected for
relationship type, as type of informant tends not to moderate self-other agreement
(Biesanz & West, 2004; Connolly et al., 2007).
In this study, informants were no better at judging targets’ personality when they
felt closer to them or had known them for longer. There are several potential reasons for
this lack of moderation. First, the informants were extremely well-acquainted with the
targets, with over 90% having known the target for at least one year. Acquaintanceship
shows diminishing returns over time, and gains in agreement are very small once people
establish a relationship (Biesanz et al., 2007). It is likely that the informants in this study
were too well-acquainted with the targets to show such gradation, and that the effect is
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more likely to emerge among shorter-term acquaintances (e.g., 1 to 6 months). Second,
there was a similar ceiling effect for interpersonal closeness. On average, informants
rated their familiarity, closeness, and inclusion of other in the self very close to the top of
the scale. This suggests both restriction of range as well as selection bias. Participants
invited friends and family members who knew them very well to complete the study. In
addition, informants who declined to participate were presumably those who felt less
close to the targets. As a result, the respondents in the study were particularly familiar
with the participants, leaving little variation that could account for differences in
convergence.
Study 2 was subject to additional methodological limitations. One issue is that
only informants provided assessments of their relationship to the targets. Ratings of
closeness and familiarity are subjective, and targets may not share the same perspective
on their relationship. This one-sided information is an artifact of the procedure used to
recruit informants, as it was not possible for participants to pre-specify who they would
ask to provide other-ratings. In future research, it would be valuable to examine whether
targets’ and informants’ perceptions of their relationship converge, as well as the
implications of such convergence for self-other agreement. A related limitation is that
this study did not examine characteristics of the informants themselves. Some people are
better judges of personality, particularly those who are socially skilled and agreeable
(Funder, 2012; Letzring, 2008). Future investigations could collect personality
information about the informants, perhaps in a round-robin design, to determine whether
these characteristics are consequential for self-other agreement.
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Overall, the results from Study 2 provide strong evidence for agreement between
self-perceptions and other-perceptions of individual differences. This study replicates
previous research on agreement for Big Five traits and vocational interests, while also
providing the first demonstration of convergence in ratings of person and thing
orientations. The results were congruent with Study 1, showing that traits that are more
observable and less evaluative yield stronger agreement. This study discussed personality
ratings by people who know the target well; Study 3 examines whether these findings
generalize to strangers’ judgments of personality.
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STUDY 3

Overview and Hypotheses
This study extends the findings of Study 2 to unacquainted observers. Judges
provided other-ratings of personality for targets they had never met. The primary goal
was to examine whether person and thing orientations can be judged based on limited
information about an individual. The roles of information availability and gender (of both
targets and judges) were also assessed.
The degree of self-other agreement was predicted to be smaller than in Study 2
due to the use of unacquainted observers rather than knowledgeable informants. Some
significant agreement was expected, given previous findings showing that accurate
personality judgments can result from very limited information about a target (e.g., Beer
& Watson, 2010). Agreement was anticipated to vary across traits—for instance, judges
may be able to detect extraversion (a highly observable trait), but not neuroticism (low on
observability). Building on the results from the first two studies, more self-other
agreement is expected for thing orientation than for person orientation.
Information availability was expected to increase agreement, showing greater
self-other correspondence in the high information condition than in the low information
condition. Finally, gender was expected to influence personality judgments. Judges may
rate targets in stereotype-consistent ways, given that they have little information about
these individuals. Thus, judges are anticipated to exaggerate gender differences for traits
on which men and women tend to differ (e.g., person and thing orientations, neuroticism).

35
Method
Participants
A sample of 613 participants was drawn from Purdue University’s introductory
psychology subject pool. Five participants were excluded from analyses because they
identified as a gender other than male or female, leaving a final sample of N = 608
judges. The target sample size was 400, based on power analyses indicating a power level
of .81 to detect small self-other agreement correlations (r = .20 at α = .05) and a power
level of .99 to detect moderate self-other agreement (r = .30 at α = .05) within each of
two conditions. The obtained sample size exceeds this target because data collection was
extended to the end of a term period. No data were examined before increasing the
sample size.
Participants’ demographic characteristics were typical for a college sample. The
average age was 19.0 (range = 18 to 35, SD = 1.4) and a majority of the sample was
female (55.4%). The ethnic makeup was 71.4% White/Caucasian, 10.0% Asian, 6.3%
Middle Eastern/Indian, 5.6% Hispanic/Latino, 4.4% Black/African American, and 2.6%
mixed race or other. Participants had diverse academic backgrounds, with 97.9%
majoring in a subject outside of psychology.
Materials and Procedure
Participants viewed material about eight individuals and were asked to form an
impression of each target before rating their personality. These observer ratings were
compared with targets’ self-ratings to assess self-other agreement. Due to time constraints
during data collection sessions, each judge rated a random selection of five targets, rather
than rating all eight. Thus, each target was rated by 375 to 381 judges.
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Target selection. The targets of personality judgments were previous participants
from an unrelated study (McIntyre & Graziano, 2017). In this previous study, they were
instructed to take photographs of “anything, anyone, or any place you think is an
important part of your life.” These photographs were used as stimulus materials in the
current study (see Figure 3). The previous participants also provided demographic
information and rated their interest level in books on various person- and thing-related
topics. Self-ratings of person and thing orientations and Big Five traits were collected.
Participants consented to the use of their photographs and responses for research
purposes, and any identifying information (faces, names, etc.) in the photographs was
masked to ensure confidentiality.
From the original sample of previous participants (N = 87), eight targets were
selected. To assess a broad range of trait levels, two participants were drawn from each
orthogonal quadrant of the person and thing orientations configuration. Specifically, one
man and one woman were selected from each of the four quadrants: high person/high
thing, high person/low thing, low person/high thing, and low person/low thing.
On average, the participants each took five photographs. To ensure that judges
received approximately the same amount of information across targets, only targets who
took four to six photographs were eligible for selection. From this sub-sample (n = 50), zscored values of person and thing orientations were used to select a male and a female
target from each quadrant. Targets high on person orientation were above the overall
sample mean for that trait (average z-score = 1.25) whereas targets low on person
orientation were below the sample mean (average z-score = -1.86). Targets high on thing
orientation were above the overall sample mean for that trait (average z-score = 1.35)
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whereas targets low on thing orientation were below the sample mean (average z-score =
-0.62). Target descriptives are reported in Table 8.
Information conditions. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two
conditions: low information or high information. In the low information condition, judges
viewed only the photographs taken by each target. In the high information condition,
judges viewed the photographs along with demographic information (age, gender, year in
school, and major) and information about which books the targets were most interested in
reading. Examples of these materials are displayed in Figure 3. Judges in both conditions
received a brief description of the previous study and were informed that the target
individuals took the photographs, but were not necessarily in the photographs themselves.
Personality ratings. Judges rated each target on the 13-item person and thing
orientations scale (Graziano et al., 2011) and on the 20-item mini-IPIP, which is a
measure of the Big Five (Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas, 2006). All ratings were
completed on a 5-point scale indicating how well each item described the target, from 1
(Not well at all) to 5 (Extremely well). Targets’ original self-ratings were collected using
a 44-item Big Five measure (John & Srivastava, 1999), but the shorter 20-item scale was
employed in the current study due to time constraints. This shortened measure shows
high convergence with the longer parent scales (mean r = .90; Donnellan et al., 2006).
Judges did not rate vocational interests, as targets did not provide self-reports of the
RIASEC scale in the photography study.
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Results – Study 3
Reliability
Scale reliability was acceptable for judges’ ratings of most traits. Table 9 displays
reliability statistics for each trait in each condition. The average Cronbach’s alpha was α
= .73 overall, and reliability was similar in the low information (α = .73) and high
information (α = .72) conditions. Person orientation and thing orientation showed the
highest reliabilities (α = .83 and .91, respectively). Neuroticism showed particularly low
reliability (α = .48), yet the remaining Big Five traits were close to or above the
conventional cutoff of .70.
Mean Differences
Judges’ ratings for each trait were averaged within each target, with n = 375 to
381 judges per target. Table 10 displays mean differences between self- and other-ratings
of personality. Overall, discrepancies were slightly smaller in the high information
condition (Mdiff = -0.24) than in the low information condition (Mdiff = -0.32), suggesting
that information availability may have improved agreement. Notably, judges tended to
overestimate person orientation for women, while underestimating thing orientation.
However, the opposite pattern was found for male targets—judges overestimated men’s
thing orientation while underestimating person orientation.
Targets’ self-ratings showed gender differences that are typical for person and
thing orientations. Women were higher on person orientation than men (Cohen’s d =
0.15), whereas men were higher on thing orientation than women (Cohen’s d = 0.42). As
noted, judges’ ratings tended to exaggerate these gender differences. Women were rated
particularly high on person orientation, whereas men were rated particularly low
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(Cohen’s d = 1.10). Conversely, men were rated particularly high on thing orientation,
whereas women were rated particularly low (Cohen’s d = 1.42). Thus, the existing pattern
of gender differences was exaggerated in observers’ ratings (see Figures 4 and 5).
Other-ratings of Big Five traits tended to show larger discrepancies than person
and thing orientations (see Table 10). In general, judges underestimated targets’ ratings of
these traits, particularly for men. Levels of Big Five traits were not structured to be
representative in this study, as the materials were selected to present a balanced range
across targets’ levels of person and thing orientations. Thus, interpretation of Big Five
self- and other-ratings is limited, and the analytical conclusions focus more heavily on
person and thing orientations.
Self-Other Correlations
Self-other agreement correlations were computed for each judge-target pairing.
Agreement was weak for person orientation (r(3026) = .11, p < .001) and moderate for
thing orientation (r(3026) = .35, p < .001). Four of the Big Five traits showed negative
correlations, indicating poor self-other agreement (see Table 11). Agreement correlations
were disattenuated using the same procedure described in Study 2; these corrected ρ
coefficients are displayed in Table 11. Self-other agreement was similar in the low and
high information conditions, with the exception of thing orientation. Thing orientation
showed stronger agreement in the high information condition (r(1512) = .45, p < .001, ρ
= .50) than in the low information condition (r(1512) = .25, p < .001, ρ = .27).
Multilevel Analyses
Multilevel regression analyses were conducted to examine moderating effects
while accounting for the clustered nature of the data. Models were constructed separately
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for each of the seven personality traits (person orientation, thing orientation, and Big
Five). Condition and gender were examined as potential moderators of self-other
agreement, despite most traits showing poor agreement in the correlational results.
First, intercept-only models were run to determine how much of the total variance
in other-ratings was accounted for by clustering within judges and within targets. As
shown in Table 12, ICCs indicate that clustering by target accounts for a larger
proportion of variance than clustering by judge for person orientation, thing orientation,
extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. However, clustering by judge
accounts for a larger proportion of variance than clustering by target for neuroticism and
openness.
Next, cross-classified models were constructed, specifying random intercepts for
judges (N = 608 total, 375 to 381 per target) at Level 1 and for targets (N = 8) at Level 2.
These data are cross-classified due to the random assignment of judges to a subset of
targets. That is, not all judges rated each target, and not all targets were rated by each
judge. Model 1 examines the main effects of self-ratings, condition (0 = low information,
1 = high information), and judge and target gender (0 = female, 1 = male) as predictors of
other-ratings. Model 2 adds interaction effects for self-ratings with condition, judge
gender, and target gender. Restricted maximum likelihood (REML) estimation was used
for all models. Table 12 displays all multilevel results.
Model 1. Consistent with the correlational results, a significant relationship
between self- and other-ratings was found only for thing orientation (b = 0.24, t(5) =
3.28, p = .02), but not for the remaining six traits. The main effect of judge gender was
significant for two of the traits, indicating that men tended to give higher ratings of
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neuroticism (b = 0.10, t(605.3) = 3.19, p = .001), whereas women tended to give higher
ratings of openness (b = -0.14, t(605) = -3.70, p < .001). The main effect of target gender
was significant for three traits, indicating that women were rated higher than men on
person orientation (b = -0.80, t(5) = -5.52, p = .003) and agreeableness (b = -0.73, t(5) = 3.49, p < .02), but were rated lower on thing orientation (b = 1.27, t(5) = 7.52, p < .001).
Model 2. In Model 2, interaction effects were added for each trait to examine
moderators of self-other agreement. Condition moderated self-other agreement for thing
orientation, such that agreement was higher when judges had more information about the
targets, b = 0.25, t(2632.8) = 9.49, p < .001. Conscientiousness also showed a significant
interaction between self-ratings and condition, such that there was greater agreement in
the low information condition, b = -0.11 , t(2706) = -2.74, p = .006. Judge gender showed
a small moderating effect for conscientiousness and neuroticism, such that men were
slightly better judges of conscientiousness (b = 0.08, t(2704) = 2.03, p = .04), whereas
women were slightly better judges 42 of neuroticism (b = -0.09, t(2555) = -2.88, p =
.004).
Discussion – Study 3
Study 3 examined convergence between self-ratings and unacquainted observers’
ratings for seven personality traits. In contrast to Study 2, most traits showed poor
agreement, as self- and other-ratings were negatively correlated for most of the Big Five.
Thing orientation was the only construct that showed significant convergence between
self- and other-ratings in the multilevel models. In addition, agreement improved for
thing orientation when judges had more information about the targets. Beyond this
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pattern, few meaningful moderation effects were found for information condition, judge
gender, or target gender.
Why was self-other agreement so low in this study, compared with Study 2? First
and foremost, informants in Study 2 were well-acquainted with the targets, whereas
judges in Study 3 were complete strangers. People can perceive some personality traits
based on very limited exposure to a target (e.g., Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006; Carney et al.,
2007), but the degree of agreement tends to be small. Meta-analytic evidence on
personality judgments by strangers reveals modest self-other convergence on
extraversion, conscientious, and openness, but virtually no agreement on emotional
stability or agreeableness (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Connolly et al., 2007). Judges in this
study had very little information available to form an impression of the targets, even in
the high information condition. In fact, many participants expressed the difficulty of the
task in open-ended feedback at the end of the study. Thus, the lack of self-other
agreement on most traits is likely due to judges’ limited familiarity with the targets.
Several additional reasons may account for the lack of convergence on many
traits. The stimulus materials did not provide strong indications of the targets’
personalities. In the original photography study, content coding of the pictures revealed
little correspondence with the Big Five. Several content categories were good indicators
of thing orientation (e.g., electronics and buildings), but photographic evidence for other
traits was sparse (McIntyre & Graziano, 2017). For instance, extraversion and person
orientation did not predict the number of people in targets’ photographs, as one might
expect. The information judges had about the targets was thus limited in both quantity
and quality. A richer, more direct source of information about the targets would likely
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improve agreement. Judges had few valid personality cues available to form their
judgments, leading to low self-other convergence.
The stimulus selection process and rating procedures also favored agreement for
person orientation and thing orientation over the Big Five. As noted, the eight targets
were selected to represent both high and low levels of person and thing orientation. As a
result, the sampling of Big Five traits was uneven (see Table 8). This skewed distribution
for traits other than person and thing orientation may have contributed to the low selfother agreement. In addition, the order in which judges rated the personality scales was
fixed, with judges always rating person and thing orientations first. By the time judges
reached the Big Five items, their impression of each target may have weakened or
become contaminated by their initial judgments. For these reasons, the procedure may
have hampered judges’ abilities to perceive the targets’ traits effectively.
Given that convergence was low or nonexistent for most traits, it is notable that
self-other agreement was found for thing orientation. This is not wholly surprising, as
thing orientation showed the strongest agreement in Study 2 and was rated as highly
observable in Study 1. However, these characteristics alone are not enough to explain the
relatively high convergence on thing orientation. Extraversion exhibited similarly strong
agreement in Study 2 and was rated even more observable than thing orientation, yet this
trait showed particularly poor agreement in Study 3. There are further reasons why
convergence was more likely for thing orientation than for person orientation or the Big
Five. As discussed, the photographs contained more valid cues for thing orientation than
for other aspects of personality, and this trait was one of the first that judges rated after
forming an impression of the targets. Thing orientation also exhibited the highest
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reliability in Study 3 (see Table 9), providing a statistical advantage toward agreement.
Taken together, these factors explain why self- and other-ratings were more likely to
converge for thing orientation than for other traits.
Beyond the agreement effects, this study also revealed gender-related patterns in
personality judgments. Gender differences in person and thing orientations are welldocumented (Woodcock et al., 2013; Su et al., 2015), but these differences were further
exaggerated in judges’ perceptions. Women were rated especially high on person
orientation and especially low on thing orientation, whereas men were rated especially
high on thing orientation and especially low on person orientation (see Figure 4). For
these traits, other-ratings were more strongly related to target gender than to self-ratings.
This evidence suggests that judges may have drawn from gender stereotypes when
forming their personality impressions.
Notably, gender-related judgments occurred in both the high and low information
conditions. Participants in the low condition were not explicitly told whether each target
was male or female, and all participants were informed that the people in the photographs
were not necessarily the targets themselves (i.e., many were family members, friends, or
romantic partners of the targets). Despite this information, judges may have been able to
guess the targets’ gender based on other cues from the photographs. To test this
possibility, an exploratory study was conducted with N = 94 participants (67% male),
separate from the current samples. Participants viewed the photograph sets from the low
information condition and correctly guessed the target’s gender 81% of the time. Thus,
judges could reasonably infer gender from the photographs without being explicitly
informed of the targets’ gender.
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This work provides the first indications that gender stereotypes may operate in
judgments of person and thing orientations. Further research is necessary to examine the
role of gender more directly, but these initial patterns suggest critical real-world
implications. Judges in this study had very limited exposure to the targets and seemed to
rely on gender-based assumptions when forming personality impressions. Women’s
social interests were exaggerated while their interest in technology and objects was
underestimated. Similar misperceptions may occur when individuals are evaluated in
occupational or educational contexts. For instance, an employer’s impression of job
candidates may be influenced by gender stereotypes, leading to biased assessments of
candidates’ interests and job-related abilities. Gender bias in personality judgments may
thus make certain opportunities less available to men or women, contributing to gender
gaps in STEM or other gendered domains (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Moss-Racusin,
Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham, & Handelsman, 2012). The current study provides suggestive
evidence that stereotypes influence perceptions of person orientation and thing
orientation, highlighting the need for additional work on gender bias and its outcomes.
The general conclusions from Study 3 are consistent with the existing literature,
showing that some aspects of personality can be perceived from very limited
acquaintance. In conjunction with Study 2, this work indicates that self-other agreement
may be particularly strong for thing orientation, relative to person orientation and Big
Five traits. Reasonable convergence was found in ratings of thing orientation despite the
apparent presence of gender stereotypes. Overall, this study was a conservative test of
self-other agreement, as judges received limited information that contained few valid
personality cues. Research using richer depictions of the targets, such as videos or brief
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in-person interactions, would further illuminate the roles that information availability and
acquaintanceship play in self-other agreement.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

Do others see us as we see ourselves? This question has a long history in the study
of personality, but the current research applied it for the first time to person and thing
orientations. Across three studies, this work examined self-other agreement and assessed
the roles of trait properties, length of acquaintance, observer type, gender, and
information availability. Notably, this research expands knowledge of person and thing
orientations by providing non-self measurements of these traits. In doing so, the results
increase methodological diversity in the literature on interests and supplement our
understanding of personality judgments.
Person and thing orientations are comparable to other individual differences in
regard to self-other agreement. These constructs vary in observability and desirability
(Study 1), are perceived by knowledgeable friends and family members (Study 2), and
are judged less astutely by strangers (Study 3). This research also reinforces person and
thing orientations as unique traits that are separable from the Big Five and vocational
interests. Person orientation is related to socially-oriented constructs such as extraversion
and social vocational interests, whereas thing orientation is related to realistic vocational
interests. However, these interrelated traits exhibit different characteristics, levels of
convergence, and patterns of moderation. The findings thus provide evidence for the
discriminant validity of person and thing orientations while replicating previous selfother agreement research.
As a first step in systematically examining self-other agreement in these traits, the
current research was limited in scope. Many open questions remain for future work on
this topic. In the present research, convergence was examined in two extreme scenarios:
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when judges know a target very well (Study 2) and when they do not know the target at
all (Study 3). Agreement among short-term acquaintances is yet to be examined; such
work would clarify how closeness and familiarity relate to agreement in person and thing
orientations. Additional research is also needed on the quality and quantity of personality
information available to judges. Study 3 was designed to test the role of information
availability, but the stimulus materials presented several methodological limitations.
These limitations could be addressed by presenting information about targets in a
different modality, such as videos or in-person interactions.
Another limitation of this work is that it assessed convergence in personality
ratings, rather than accuracy. Both self-ratings and other-ratings are subjective, yet
objective behavioral criteria are needed to examine whether ratings accurately detect
personality. Other work on self-other agreement has measured behavior to assess the
accuracy of personality judgments (e.g., Connelly & Ones, 2010; Vazire & Mehl, 2008;
Vogt & Colvin, 2005). The current studies did not include behavioral measures, and thus
cannot address questions about accuracy and predictive validity. In addition, this research
does not examine perceiver effects. A judge’s own traits and interests can bias the way
they rate a target’s personality. Informants and observers may use themselves as a
reference point or have different standards for what it means to be “high” or “low” on a
particular trait. Future work may account for these factors to better understand how
accuracy and perceiver effects relate to self-other agreement in traits like person and
thing orientations.
The most promising direction for this line of research is to examine gender
stereotypes in self-other agreement. When people are not well-acquainted with an
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individual, they appear to construct their impressions using gender-typical interests and
traits. Thus, people assume that women are uninterested in things and that men are less
interested in people than they actually are. These assumptions could be problematic,
given the relationship between person and thing orientations and vocational decisionmaking (Graziano et al., 2012; Woodcock et al., 2012). Decisions to pursue a certain
major or career path are not made by individuals in isolation—parents, teachers, advisors,
and peers guide students’ academic and occupational decisions. If these influential others
have an inaccurate perception of a person’s interests, they may advise or encourage them
to pursue a career that is a sub-optimal fit.
At a broader level, the presence of gender stereotypes in personality perception
could contribute to the underrepresentation of women in STEM fields. Encouragement
from parents can increase STEM interest and involvement (Harackiewicz, Rozek,
Hulleman, & Hyde, 2012), and faculty encouragement predicts interest in research
opportunities and careers (Branch, Woodcock, & Graziano, 2015). Self-other agreement
may play a critical role in these real-world processes. The encouragement that a student
receives presumably stems from the way parents and educators view them. For instance,
if a parent perceives their daughter to be less interested in things (i.e., lower on thing
orientation) than she actually is, they may not advocate for STEM-related courses and
majors that would match their daughter’s interests. If gender stereotypes in self-other
agreement are pervasive, this process could funnel many girls and women with STEMrelated interests and abilities into other fields. Future research on person and thing
orientations should investigate the implications of self-other convergence for parent-child
and educator-student outcomes.
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Despite its limitations, the present research makes a novel contribution to the
individual differences literature. This work provides the first non-self ratings of person
and thing orientations, offering a new approach to measuring these traits. The results also
contextualize person and thing orientations in relation to other established individual
differences. These constructs are currently a relatively niche area of knowledge, and there
is much to learn about how orientations relate to the Big Five, vocational interests, and
other variables. This work provides new insights into the characteristics of these traits in
comparison with other individual differences. Finally, this research expands
understanding of social perception in personality, which may have practical applications
in educational and occupational settings.
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APPENDIX A

Table 1
Reliability Statistics for Trait Characteristic Ratings (Study 1)
____________________________________________________________________
Measure
# of Items
Observability
Desirability
____________________________________________________________________
Person orientation

8

.75

.71

Thing orientation

5

.83

.82

Extraversion

8

.74

.68

Agreeableness

9

.72

.79

Conscientiousness

9

.76

.75

Neuroticism

8

.75

.76

Openness

10

.86

.80

Realistic

10

.90

.87

Investigative

10

.90

.86

Artistic

10

.88

.91

Social

10

.87

.87

Enterprising

10

.87

.85

Big Five Traits

Vocational interests

Conventional
10
.91
.91
____________________________________________________________________
Note. Reliability values are Cronbach’s alphas with N = 193 judges. Reliability for
observability was computed using non-reversed items.
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Table 2
Trait Ratings of Person and Thing Orientations, Big Five, and RIASEC (Study 1)
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Observability

Desirability
Overall

Personal

Social

Measure
Mean (SD)
Mean (SD)
Mean (SD)
Mean (SD)
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Person orientation

4.78 (0.95)

5.08 (0.78)

5.08 (0.81)

5.09 (0.75)

Thing orientation

5.13 (1.21)

4.60 (1.08)

4.50 (1.07)

4.69 (1.09)

Extraversion

5.75 (0.68)

4.96 (0.61)

4.93 (0.58)

4.99 (0.63)

Agreeableness

5.32 (0.72)

6.01 (0.63)

5.97 (0.69)

6.05 (0.58)

Conscientiousness

5.53 (0.70)

5.98 (0.55)

6.00 (0.53)

5.97 (0.56)

Neuroticism

4.98 (0.87)

2.25 (0.63)

2.31 (0.64)

2.19 (0.61)

Openness

4.42 (1.03)

5.31 (0.66)

5.26 (0.67)

5.36 (0.66)

Realistic

5.00 (1.14)

4.38 (0.95)

4.35 (0.98)

4.41 (0.92)

Investigative

4.16 (1.22)

4.96 (0.95)

4.92 (1.05)

4.99 (0.86)

Artistic

5.11 (1.10)

4.88 (1.10)

4.81 (1.07)

4.95 (1.12)

Social

5.18 (1.00)

5.20 (0.94)

5.04 (1.02)

5.36 (0.85)

Enterprising

4.77 (1.06)

4.69 (0.91)

4.70 (0.91)

4.68 (0.92)

Big Five Traits

Vocational interests

Conventional
4.37 (1.28)
3.97 (1.12)
3.87 (1.11)
4.07 (1.12)
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. Ratings are on 1-to-7 scales, averaged across N = 193 judges. Desirability ratings are based on n =
99 judges in the personal perception condition and n = 94 judges in the general social perception condition.
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Table 3
Scale and Inter-Rater Reliabilities for Self- and Other-Ratings (Study 2)
________________________________________________________________________
Internal Consistency

Inter-Rater Reliability

Measure
Self α
Other α
ICC(1,2)
ICC(1,3)
ICC(1,4)
________________________________________________________________________
Person orientation

.70

.72

.50

.54

.69

Thing orientation

.89

.89

.76

.82

.80

Extraversion

.89

.87

.74

.76

.77

Agreeableness

.78

.82

.57

.59

.68

Conscientiousness

.84

.82

.63

.65

.71

Neuroticism

.83

.82

.57

.63

.72

Openness

.79

.75

.54

.61

.74

Realistic

.89

.88

.61

.71

.71

Investigative

.89

.89

.65

.63

.65

Artistic

.89

.88

.67

.79

.79

Social

.83

.84

.67

.79

.79

Enterprising

.86

.83

.66

.74

.81

Conventional

.89

.87

.44

.60

.64

Big Five Traits

Vocational Interests

Mean:
.84
.84
.62
.68
.73
________________________________________________________________________
Note. Internal consistency values are Cronbach’s alphas. Inter-rater reliabilities are ICCs using
one-way random models. Average measures ICCs are displayed. For participants who had more
than the number of informants used to compute each ICC, a random subset of their informants
was selected.
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Table 4
Mean Differences in Self- and Averaged Other-Ratings (Study 2)
_______________________________________________________________
Target Gender
Measure
Overall
Female
Male
_______________________________________________________________
Person orientation

-.32

-.33

-.30

Thing orientation

-.17

-.14

-.23

Extraversion

.17

.15

.23

Agreeableness

.07

.04

.13

Conscientiousness

.18

.15

.25

-.28

-.31

-.20

.08

.09

.05

-.06

-.04

-.12

.05

.08

-.02

Artistic

-.03

.04

-.19

Social

-.06

-.03

-.13

Enterprising

-.01

.03

-.11

Conventional

.17

.18

.15

-.02

-.01

-.04

Big Five Traits

Neuroticism
Openness
Vocational Interests
Realistic
Investigative

Average Mdiff:

Average (absolute) Mdiff:
.13
.13
.16
________________________________________________________________________
(table continues)
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Note. Raw mean differences between self- and other-ratings of individual differences are
displayed. Self-ratings are subtracted from other-ratings, such that positive values
indicate informants’ overestimation of a trait and negative values indicate
underestimation. All traits were rated on 1-to-5 scales. The final rows indicate the mean
difference collapsed across traits (Average) and the average absolute difference (Average
(absolute)). Ratings are averaged across informants (n = 1 to 5 per target), then across
targets. Only participants whose informants provided complete personality data are
shown in this table (n = 256).

Big Five

-.16
.48
.30
.05
-.06
.33
-.05
.20
.24
.51
.10
-.16

Thing orientation

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness

Neuroticism

Openness

Realistic

Investigative

Artistic

Social

Enterprising

Conventional

.49

.03

-.31

.06

.24

.78

.29

-.11

.01

-.01

-.04

.72 (.81)

-.13

-.08

.23

.25

.05

.40

.00

.22

-.24

-.03

.07

.72 (.82)

-.12

.30

.01

-.02

.31

.12

.09

.0

.25

-.245

.29

.42 (.52)

.15

-.15

.33

.11

-.02

.08

-.13

.16

-.05

.10

-.20

.53 (.64)

.25

.18

-.13

.10

-.22

-.17

-.08

-.11

.00

-.11

-.12

.58 (.70)

-.19

-.22

-.38

-.04

.03

.07

.14

.11

.60

.30

.28

.49 (.63)

.02

-.08

.08

-.01

.31

.24

(table continues)

Single-rater r
.41
.62
.62
.34
.41
.47
.40
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

.51 (.72)

Person orientation

Measure
PO
TO
E
A
C
N
O
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Orientations

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Self-Other Agreement Correlations (Study 2)

Table 5
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.73
-.11
-.14
-.13
-.05
.18
.63 (.71)
.31
.15
-.08
.15
.57

Thing orientation

Extraversion

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness

Neuroticism

Openness

Realistic

Investigative

Artistic

Social

Enterprising

Conventional

.13

-.08

.21

.13

.50 (.56)

.36

.24

.02

-.09

.00

-.06

.25

.05

.10

.31

.21

.66 (.74)

.26

.24

.60

.06

-.25

-.01

-.09

.18

.23

-.12

.17

.61 (.73)

.19

.0

-.13

-.01

.00

.08

.27

.28

-.31

.54

.46

.54 (.64)

.17

.16

-.03

.16

.13

-.20

-.02

.05

.27

.05

.12

.52 (.59)

.46

-.01

.08

.12

.50

.03

-.07

.11

-.04

-.08

.42

-.06

italics are p < .01.

with individual rather than averaged ratings. Correlation coefficients in italics are p < .05; coefficients in bold and

followed by disattenuated coefficients in parentheses. The final row shows raw self-other agreement coefficients

correlations among observer ratings. Coefficients shown on the diagonal are self-other agreement raw correlations,

Note. Upper triangle represents inter-trait correlations among self-ratings. Lower triangle represents inter-trait

Single-rater r
.52
.40
.58
.53
.51
.42
____________________________________________________________________________________________

-.16

Person orientation

Measure
R
I
A
S
E
C
___________________________________________________________________________________________

Vocational Interests

___________________________________________________________________________________________
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31.7%

ICC – Target

51.6%

1.01

Thing

52.2%

0.63

Ext

31.1%

0.34

Agr

35.3%

0.36

Con

Big Five Traits

38.2%

0.50

Neu

37.2%

0.28

Ope

.10** .03

Closeness

-.20
-.10
.03
-.42
-.23

Self-rating

Length of acquaintance

Relationship type

Target gender

Closeness

.19

.38

.43

.16

.33

1.30

.06

.06

.27

.03

.63

.04

.19

.35†

.05

.09

.60** .21

.07

.04

.81** .23

.20

.04

.50** .08

-.22** .08

-.03

.48** .04

.91

.23

.06

.12†

.06

-.29

.01

-.05

.38

1.43

.13

.26

.27

.10

.24

.80

.14** .03

.06

.06

.02

-.04

†

.60** .03

.71

.07

-.42

-.53

-.19

.00

3.48

.12**

.03

-.15**

-.04

†

.35**

2.09

.17

.36

.42

.14

.30

1.20

.03

.05

.06

.02

.04

.25

.22

.05

.06

.02

.12

-.24

-.04

-.08

.28

2.09

.14

.29

.32

.11

.24

.88

.11** .03

.03

-.08

.01

.39** .04

1.72

.24

.28
.13

-.24†

.30

.11

.26

.85

.03

.06

.07

.02

-.12

-.29

-.12

-.11

3.67

-.07*

-.13*

.08

-.01

.45** .04

1.92

.21

.05

.05

.02

.02

-.55

.07

.13

.33

1.64

†

.15

.31

.29

.10

.28

1.01

.12** .02

.04

-.05

.01

.38** .04

1.44

(table continues)

Self-rating x Acquaintance
.02
.04
-.03
.03
.00
.03
.04
.04
.02
.03
.04
.03
-.03
.03
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3.77

Intercept

Model 2 - Interactions

-.09

Target gender

†

.02

Relationship type

.02

-.02

Length of acquaintance

.26

.44** .05

1.27

Self-rating

Intercept

Model 1 – Main Effects

Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

0.39

Total Variance

Person

Orientation

Multilevel Model Results (Study 2)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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.09

Self-rating x Target gender
†

.10

.11
-.04

.07

-.25** .08

Thing

.11

.04
.08

.08

Ext

.12

.10

Agr

.09

.11
.07

-.01
.08

.09

Con

Big Five Traits

.00

.12

.09

.09

Neu

.08
.08

-.03
.17†

Ope

43.3%

ICC – Target

35.3%

0.68

Investigative

55.4%

0.77

Artistic

50.0%

0.50

Social

43.3%

0.51

Enterprising

26.4%

0.52

Conventional

.03

.03

-.06*

.25

.05†

1.76

.54** .04

.27

.41** .04

1.72

-.01

.46**

1.90

.02

.04

.23

.23

-.01
†

.02

.43** .03

1.80

.23

.01

.02

.36** .04

1.87

(table continues)

Relationship type
-.06
.07
-.18* .08
-.28** .07
-.18** .06
-.12
.07
-.19** .07
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

.02

.03

Length of acquaintance

.23

.41** .04

1.36

Self-rating

Intercept

Model 1 – Main Effects

Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

0.57

Total Variance

Realistic

Vocational Interests

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(table continues)

Self-rating x Closeness
.08
.05
-.01
.03
.02
.04
.01
.04
.00
.04
.05
.04
.03
.04
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

.00

Self-rating x Relationship

Person

Orientation

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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.27
-.01
.12
.26
-.07
.02
-.08
.03

Self-rating

Length of acquaintance

Relationship type

Target gender

Closeness

Self-rating x Acquaintance

Self-rating x Relationship

Self-rating x Target gender

.08

.09

.03

.09

.22

.21

.07

.26

.65

-.08

.02

.01

-.05

.19

-.22

.01

.24

2.22

.01

-.06

.09

.09

.03

.14

.30

.30

.10

.27

.87

.04

.07

Investigative

.08

.23

.76

.03

.07

.09

.12

.01

-.17

-.57*

.08

.07

.03

.11

.25

-.64** .24

-.10

.03

3.39

.02

-.27*

Artistic

-.07

-.02

.01

-.13

-.05

-.10

-.04

.16

2.91

.03

-.31**

.09

.08

.03

.13

.32

.29

.11

.26

.94

.03

.06

Social

.01

.01

.02

-.16

-.07

-.16

-.07

-.01

3.10

.01

-.04

.07

.08

.03

.10

.23

.25

.09

.21

.67

.03

.06

Enterprising

.06

-.11

-.01

-.09

.07

.07

.02

.29

2.08

-.04

.07

.09

.03

.10

.19

.23

.08

.26

.68

.03

.22** .06

Conventional

**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10.

Relationship type is coded as 0 = family, 1 = friend. Target gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Significant estimates are in bold,

Note. ICC = intraclass correlations, Est. = parameter estimates, SE = standard errors for parameter estimates. All models use REML estimation.

Self-rating x Closeness
.01
.04
.02
.04
.06†
.03
.05
.04
.05†
.03
.02
.04
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

1.68

Intercept

Model 2 - Interactions

-.04

Closeness

.03

.35** .07

Target gender

Realistic

Vocational Interests

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Big Five

Vocational Interests

.07
.01

.09

.06

.01

.10

.05

.03

.05
.01

.05

.03

.05

.03

.06

artistic, social, enterprising, conventional.

TO = thing orientation, Big Five = extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness, vocational interests = realistic, investigative,

The bottom half of the table shows the results of these analyses using multilevel regression modeling, clustered by target (n = 257). PO = person orientation,

term were entered to predict other-ratings of each construct. The top half of the table shows the results of these analyses using standard linear regression.

Note. Significance values are displayed, with p-values < .05 bolded. For each analysis, self-ratings of each construct, one moderator, and their interaction

Closeness
.04
.05
.05
.01
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Target gender

Relationship Type

Length of acquaintance

Multilevel Regression

Closeness
.06
.07
.01
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Target gender

Relationship Type

Length of acquaintance

Standard Regression

Moderator
PO
TO
E
A
C
N
O
R
I
A
S
E
C
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Orientations

Summary of Moderation Effects (Study 2)
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Thing Orientation

Big Five

High person, low thing

Low person, high thing

High person, high thing

Low person, low thing

High person, low thing

Low person, high thing

Female 2

Female 3

Female 4

Male 1

Male 2

Male 3

2.50

3.25

2.38

4.50

2.38

4.13

1.75

-1.41

-0.05

-1.63

2.21

-1.63

1.53

-2.76

3.00

1.40

2.00

3.00

3.40

1.20

1.40

0.82

-0.71

-0.14

0.82

1.20

-0.90

-0.71

3.88

5.00

4.38

3.00

2.75

4.25

4.50

4.33

4.11

3.78

4.22

3.11

4.22

4.22

4.44

3.89

2.67

4.22

2.89

4.33

4.44

2.88

2.38

3.13

3.50

3.25

2.00

1.50

2.70

4.40

4.20

3.90

3.40

1.90

3.90

Male 4
High person, high thing
4.00
1.31
4.80
2.54
4.25
4.89
4.22
2.63
4.50
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Low person, low thing

Female 1

Target
Quadrant
Self-rating
Z-score
Self-rating
Z-score
Ext
Agr
Con
Neu
Ope
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Person Orientation

Personality Self-Ratings for Targets (Study 3)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 9
Scale Reliabilities for Other-Rated Personality Traits (Study 3)
______________________________________________________________________________
Condition
Scale
# of Items
Overall α
Low Information
High Information
______________________________________________________________________________
Person orientation

8

.83

.83

.82

Thing orientation

5

.91

.91

.91

Extraversion

4

.78

.80

.77

Agreeableness

4

.72

.73

.71

Conscientiousness

4

.67

.67

.68

Neuroticism

4

.48

.48

.48

Big Five Traits

Openness
4
.70
.69
.70
______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Reliability values are Cronbach’s alphas.
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Table 10
Mean Differences in Self- and Averaged Other-Ratings (Study 3)
______________________________________________________________________________________
Orientation

Big Five

Mean Difference
Person
Thing
Ext
Agr
Con
Neu
Ope
M
Mabs
______________________________________________________________________________________
Overall

-0.02

-0.26

-0.65

-0.41

-0.57

-0.07

0.03

-0.28

0.28

0.29

-0.68

-0.07

0.13

-0.52

0.06

0.47

-0.05

0.32

-0.33

0.16

-1.23

-0.95

-0.61

-0.20

-0.41

-0.51

0.56

-0.06

-0.37

-0.68

-0.42

-0.61

-0.09

-0.04

-0.32

0.32

By Subgroup
Female targets
Male targets
By Condition
Low information

High information
0.02
-0.15
-0.62
-0.40
-0.53
-0.06
0.09
-0.24 0.27
______________________________________________________________________________________
Note. Raw mean differences between self- and other-ratings of personality traits are displayed. Self-ratings
are subtracted from other-ratings, such that positive values indicate overestimation of a trait and negative
values indicate underestimation. All traits were rated on 1-to-5 scales. The final columns indicate the mean
difference collapsed across traits (M) and the average absolute difference (Mabs). Ratings are averaged
across raters (n = 375 to 381), then across targets (N = 8).

Table 11
Self-Other Agreement Correlations (Study 3)
____________________________________________________________________________________
Condition
Trait
Overall Self-Other r
ρ
Low information
High information
____________________________________________________________________________________
Person orientation

.11**

(.13)

.11**

.11**

Thing orientation

.35**

(.39)

.25**

.45**

Extraversion

-.16**

(-.19)

-.16**

-.16**

Agreeableness

-.21**

(-.27)

-.18**

-.25**

.08**

(.10)

.12**

Neuroticism

-.08**

(-.13)

-.08**

-.09**

Openness

-.07**

(-.09)

-.10**

-.03

Conscientiousness

.03

n = 3028
n = 1514
n = 1514
____________________________________________________________________________________
Note. Disattenuated ρ coefficients shown in parentheses. **p < .01

30.9%

ICC Level 2 (Judges)

44.6%

8.4%

1.53

Thing

16.4%

2.3%

0.86

Ext

31.0%

12.1%

0.72

Agr

16.3%

5.3%

0.68

Con

Big Five Traits

4.9%

25.9%

0.39

Neu

4.0%

24.9%

0.56

Ope

-.03
-.80** .14

Judge gender

Target gender

.08
.07
-.10
-.37

Self-rating

Condition

Judge gender

Target gender

.60

.08

.08

.09

.32

.04

.04

.07

.20

.04

.10

.25

.73

.02
†

.34

.08

-.42** .08

-.02

1.56

1.27** .17

-.03

.21** .04

.24*

.94

-.90

.05

-.05

-.12

3.94

-.35

2.40

.17

.17

.27

.98

.30

.03

.03

.06†
.05

.21

.78

-.08

3.78

-.35

.14

.36

-.02

4.15

†

-.73*

-.04

.03

-.12

4.54

2.07

.21

.2

.32

1.28

.21

.03

.03

.22

.88

.31

1.26

.26

.03

.03

.19

.79

-.95

-.34*

1.68

.16

.51** .16

-.01

3.44

-.24

-.02

.08*

.07

3.12

.03

.08

.23

.09

.09

.25

.11

.75

.77

.34** .09

.00

-.01

2.58

-.05

.10** .03

.02

-.07

2.75

.06

.20

.11

.09

.30

.10

-.13

.49

-.30** .11

-.06

-.05

3.92

-.20†

-.14** .04

.13** .04

-.01

3.78

(table continues)

Self-rating x Condition
.00
.02
.25** .03
.03
.04
-.08
.05
-.11* .04
.01
.03
.05†
.03
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3.21

Intercept

Model 2 - Interactions

.08*

Condition

.08

.06

Self-rating

.27

3.28

Intercept

Model 1 – Main Effects

Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

16.1%

0.70

ICC Level 1 (Judges)

Total Variance

Person

Orientation

Multilevel Model Results (Study 3)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Table 12
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30.9%

ICC Level 2 (Judges)

44.6%

8.4%

1.53

Thing

16.4%

2.3%

0.86

Ext

31.0%

12.1%

0.72

Agr

16.3%

5.3%

0.68

Con

Big Five Traits

4.9%

25.9%

0.39

Neu

4.0%

24.9%

0.56

Ope

.02

.02

-.02

.03

.00

.04

-.04

.05

.08*

.04

-.09** .03

.05

.03

coded as 0 = low information, 1 = high information. Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Significant estimates are in bold, **p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10.

Note. ICC = intraclass correlations, Est. = parameter estimates, SE = standard errors for parameter estimates. All models use REML estimation. Condition is

Self-rating x Target gender
-.14
.19
.22
.13
.13
.56
-.09
.50
.18
.42
-.29
.28
-.02
.13
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Self-rating x Judge gender

Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
Est.
SE
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

16.1%

0.70

ICC Level 1 (Judges)

Total Variance

Person

Orientation

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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6

5

4

3

2

1

Conventional

Enterprising

Social

Artistic

Investigative

Realistic

Openness

Neuroticism

Conscientiousness

Agreeableness

Extraversion

Thing Orientation

Person Orientation

1

2

3

4

Desirability

5

6

7

Figure 1. Study 1 trait characteristics.

Note. Mean observability and desirability ratings for person and thing orientations, Big Five traits, and RIASEC career interests. Error bars represent 95%
confidence intervals around the means, based on N = 193 responses.

7

Observability

APPENDIX B

76
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Trait Category

Trait Category

Note. Top panel displays raw correlation coefficients for single raters (i.e., individual target-informant
pairs). Bottom panel displays raw correlations for averaged informant ratings.

Figure 2. Study 2 self-other agreement coefficient plots.
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Note. Top panel displays what participants saw in the “low information” condition; bottom panel displays
what participants saw in the “high information” condition. Examples are from a target high in person
orientation and low in thing orientation.

Figure 3. Study 3 sample stimuli.
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Person Orientation

Thing Orientation

4

4

3

3

2

2

1

Women
Self-rated

Men
Other-rated

1

Women
Self-rated

Men
Other-rated

Note. Comparison of mean self- and other-ratings of person orientation and thing orientation for targets in
Study 3. Both variables were measured on a 1-to-5 scale. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals
around mean other-ratings, based on n = 1516 ratings for women and n = 1512 ratings for men.

Figure 4. Study 3 bar graphs by gender.

targets’ self-ratings of thing orientation.

Figure 5. Study 3 other-rating scatterplots.

female targets; the bottom row displays all male targets. Vertical lines indicate targets’ self-ratings of person orientation, whereas horizontal lines indicate

Note. Scatterplots show judges’ ratings of person orientation (x-axis) and thing orientation (y-axis) plotted by target. The top row of scatterplots displays all
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APPENDIX C

Person and Thing Orientations Scale
Graziano, Habashi, & Woodcock (2011)
Instructions: Please rate how much you would enjoy being in the situations listed below.
Rate each one even if you have never done it.
1
Not at all

2

3

4

5
Extremely

1.

Listen in on a conversation between two people in a crowd. PO

2.

Strike up a conversation with a homeless person on a street. PO

3.

Redesign and install a stereo sound system yourself. TO

4.

Listen with caring interest to an old person who sits next to you on a bus. PO

5.

Take apart and try to reassemble a desktop computer. TO

6.

Notice the habits and quirks of people around you. PO

7.

Stop to watch a machine working on the street. TO

8.

Make the first attempt to meet a new neighbor. PO

9.

Remove the back of a mechanical toy to see how it works. TO

10. Attend a speech given by a person you admire without knowing the topic of the
speech. PO
11. Try to fix your own watch, toaster, etc. TO
12. Attempt to comfort a total stranger who has had a disaster happen. PO
13. Gain a reputation for giving good advice for personal problems. PO
PO

Denotes Person Orientation items

TO

Denotes Thing Orientation items
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APPENDIX D

Big Five Inventory
John & Srivastava (1999)
Instructions: Below are a number of characteristics that may or may not describe you. For
example, do you agree that you are someone who is talkative? Please rate your agreement
with each of the descriptions below: I see myself as someone who...
1
Strongly
Disagree

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

2
Disagree

3
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Is talkative.
Tends to find fault with others.
Does a thorough job.
Is depressed, blue.
Is original, comes up with new
ideas.
Is reserved.
Is helpful and unselfish with others.
Can be somewhat careless.
Is relaxed, handles stress well.
Is curious about many different
things.
Is full of energy.
Starts quarrels with others.
Is a reliable worker.
Can be tense.
Is ingenious, a deep thinker.
Generates a lot of enthusiasm.
Has a forgiving nature.
Tends to be disorganized.
Worries a lot.
Has an active imagination.
Tends to be quiet.
Is generally trusting.
Tends to be lazy.

4
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

24. Is emotionally stable, not easily
upset.
25. I inventive.
26. Has an assertive personality.
27. Can be cold and aloof.
28. Perseveres until the task is finished.
29. Can be moody.
30. Values artistic, aesthetic
experiences.
31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited.
32. Is considerate and kind to almost
everyone.
33. Does things efficiently.
34. Remains calm in tense situations.
35. Prefers work that is routine.
36. Is outgoing, sociable.
37. Is sometimes rude to others.
38. Makes plans and follows through
with them.
39. Gets nervous easily.
40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas.
41. Has few artistic interests.
42. Likes to cooperate with others.
43. Is easily distracted.
44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or
literature.
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APPENDIX E

O*NET Interest Profiler Short Form
Rounds, Su, Lewis, & Rivkin (2010)

This page includes information from the O*NET Career Exploration Tools by the U.S.
Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration (USDOL/ETA). Used
under the CC BY-ND 4.0 license. O*NET® is a trademark of USDOL/ETA.
Instructions: Listed below are a number of work activities that some people do on their
jobs. Read each question carefully and decide how you would feel about doing each
type of work.
Try not to think about if you have enough education or training to do the work, or how
much money you would make doing the work. Just think about if you would like or
dislike doing the work.
1
Strongly
Dislike

2
Dislike

3
Unsure

Realistic items
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Build kitchen cabinets
Lay brick or tile
Repair household appliances
Raise fish in a fish hatchery
Assemble electronic parts
Drive a truck to deliver packages to
offices and homes
7. Test the quality of parts before
shipment
8. Repair and install locks
9. Set up and operate machines to make
products
10. Put out forest fires

4
Like

5
Strongly
Like

Investigative items
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Develop a new medicine
Study ways to reduce water pollution
Conduct chemical experiments
Study the movement of planets
Examine blood samples using a
microscope
6. Investigate the cause of a fire
7. Develop a way to better predict the
weather
8. Work in a biology lab
9. Invent a replacement for sugar
10. Do laboratory tests to identify diseases
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Enterprising items
Artistic items
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Write books or plays
Play a musical instrument
Compose or arrange music
Draw pictures
Create special effects for movies
Paint sets for plays
Write scripts for movies or television
shows
8. Perform jazz or tap dance
9. Sing in a band
10. Edit movies

1.
2.
3.
4.

Buy and sell stocks and bonds
Manage a retail store
Operate a beauty salon or barber shop
Manage a department within a large
company
5. Start your own business
6. Negotiate business contracts
7. Represent a client in a lawsuit
8. Market a new line of clothing
9. Sell merchandise at a department store
10. Manage a clothing store
Conventional items

Social items
1. Teach an individual an exercise routine
2. Help people with personal or emotional
problems
3. Give career guidance to people
4. Perform rehabilitation therapy
5. Do volunteer work at a non-profit
organization
6. Teach children how to play sports
7. Teach sign language to people with
hearing disabilities
8. Help conduct a group therapy session
9. Take care of children at a day-care
center
10. Teach a high-school class

1. Develop a spreadsheet using computer
software
2. Proofread records or forms
3. Load computer software into a large
computer network
4. Operate a calculator
5. Keep shipping and receiving records
6. Calculate the wages of employees
7. Inventory supplies using a hand-held
computer
8. Record rent payments
9. Keep inventory records
10. Stamp, sort, and distribute mail for an
organization

